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Mexican Migration to the United States: Policy and Trends

Summary

Hi st ory anhda vgee ddgirvaepnbya uni que status ainnd t he U. S.
have tnhaedeMEdx$ comi gration floMekheahargesttha 1t he,
group of U. Smomiygsamwmtfs ianmieaafaoh halvat umey
important impwiCangohsS.{fmakhmisg Tht somepobkitcyeview
history of immigration policy and migration f1l ow
Mexicanshwi Uhined States. It also analyzes conte
policy and the impact Mexico may have on U. S. in
Th -Me Sican migration system has passte™ through
century. | Mwgr ave raenndl formiithebdp mis bor t o t he 1920s, and
were exempted from certain immigration restrict:i
during World WBralleechporbrlyatwem&lkre dp nhoagseegc,mn d p
with 4.6 million temporary visas i1issued to Mexic

economic changes in thheUtnhti e darSkteadg ebsywagardomMenxgi cio
inflows, eventually leading Congress to pass the
Finally, despite a series of additional enforcen
United States doubl eld 7d0ur iwn g he aucnha udt ehcoar di ez esdi mnci eg r
a majority of the gr ebvatshe,d fiominmiogweadt iboyn .l e gal f a mi

e
n
r
r
t
end ®Bff attckada oapdogt Amr 1 mming rla%d6oSm,g we f br moci al an
0
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Today, t-her Mepopol ation in the 7fdhitednSpaodcpbkesta
Compatroe dot her mi grbaonitms ,t hteh eUnMetxeilcialh¢ hy es oabe mor e
unaut hoyourger b e huacvaet iloomvwoelrk veedh k1 blwed occupations,
have lower measubesngf Ponooomircrawtll Wiitrht veadrdlyi ard I
ot her miMaexanr¢eds nsow dispersed throughout all 50 U

Given the si-Berofpohbel Mt x o o oitnh2ef Bn@i0l len ibtoerdd eSrt at e s

shared between the two countries, Me xicans and M
immi gration patekbidabgesMegioap JafS.aliimem sgrsaun b joenc tc ¢
and border security policies, the largest group
temporary visa categories, and the majority of u
On one hatmd,prMamxiincamce in the U.S. mi gration syst
policy, to varying degrees, pr’s mMekll 8oaffects Me
migration flowdorangotphd aMdoinc a n tuhcet Uonfi tperde vSitoautse
immi gration policy decisions, as well as of the
economies, labor markets, and demographics. On t
center sofi mmidaytion ddbatiempltitdaudly. sRtsatm gaurs z1 n g
within the U.S. migration system focuses attenti
Mexico, and on how Mexico may affect certain mig
Mexiscooole in the U.S. ihmikeatmparsgnctemofal bagl
relationship toabatumbopowmwti,mmmd st d legat € ornnggreess s

weighsangle.sBmmi gratiFomspol Mexico already plays a
immi gration enf oerccuermetnyt. althd bUmriderd sSt ates and M
about transnational threats, Mexico combats 111°e
Mexico supports certain U.S. enforcement efforts

Thipowrtt explores possibilities for additional bi
reduce recidivism among 111 eMeaxli coming rpaonrttss aonfd etnot
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Second, with respect t dMelxa wfouslb ¢meorfimarnuel nets itnhnaitg rfa
fambébyfeldows, but still dominates the waiting 11is
petitions for whom visas have not yet been made
recent proposals to reduce visachactkileo gnsu mbred oonf
immi grant visas for Mexico.

Third, Mexico dominates s&mpdrar woviksa sgatamglomine
number of Mexicans esokuilldl eadl swo rqkuearl ivfiys afso.r Thhieg hr e
experienciecsope t hf Mext emporary worker programs, w h
managing flows this way.

Additional policy considerations concern potent:i
unaut horized emigration fr oum aMetxh ocroi.z eGd vMenx it chaen 1
mi grants 1in the United States, Mexico could play
including by providinglidefhoitmaesonndobyefatyl mtg

“t o ubcahtrke qui rements . g Fimn, lgyconamithedd oaal opment a:
creation in Mexico are widely viewed as being an
emi gr.atWhaoan e¢ demographic and economic trends in |

to reduced itleghhtouonhfhowsbetiween international
economic assistance, and economic opportunities
policies to reduce i1illegal migration in the futu
This report supplemenMexdDet&REs REP o a sMsedxii 8ceoli: 2 4,

|l ssues fmEmMUARSNBereosl. MdXB3daAn CO@pwnriatty on: The M®r
Initiativep amd &S8eyomadiCRiSatRiepm rit MRABOBHI, 0 n
Legislation anhBohgmaam@BSi Rep heBdmRdR&rl 38gcurity:

Il mmi gration Enforcemgnt Between Ports of Entry
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Overview of

Mi gration to the

doe’s Meamcwence in the U.S. migration s

troduction

y hoafs cboenegnr easns ioonngaoli nagt tseunbtjieocnt i
for the U.S. public at large. M
mts now live (legally or 111egal
presents the largest binationa

yste
eans that U. S. immi gration poldi
d B0 Tadkaytion dbloows popdltald oMe:
are the product of previous 1in
ry of the UtS, and MNMembganrnphcon
t also means’sthmmi Meaiconrdmbah
onl y ’si meptlaitcuist lwi.t hRierc otghhet zU .n§g. M

e
o na toino rh odve it ahtee Ua fSf e ¢ tmsmi Merxi c o, an
m

gration outcomes.

s Wi tSh anmnm goawawdnwine Wl ofws Me mincdo r e
s in both comogriaphi cFheoe fr Mpxi («
he United States adfdctlhesr rece
shape the politics of U.S. i mmi

of thenr¢per U. §i sc¢cmmi gy af owomn wha
and border security, the 1lawfu
progr ams, and potential legaliz
iibsessu etsh,e tihnep arcetp oorft pdreosposed 1 e
about how Mexico may affect pol
y goals? Should the United Stat
t alisms uiemnli gfhe report also examioai
res within Mexico.

Mexican Migration

United States c,ontsdampor aorfy t hree

nonimmi grants, arfWiuhiamtdaochzefl nhé¢eamascategories

largest group of

foreign born in the United Stat

Permanent Legal Admissions

Lawful permanent
United States, an
receiving their v
numerical l imits

residents are foreign mnationals
d they are typically eligible t
isas. The I mmsgrnatctompl endsNat od
and preference categories for p

lLawful permanent resident visas are issued to certain alie

aliens within the Uni

ted States Of peambijentvisasns€@RE Repastf st at us ”) ;

RL32235,U.S. Immigration Policy on Permanent AdmissjdnsRuth Ellen Wasem

2 Naturalized citizens are a fourth group of forelgm r n = p e r legahStats  )s;e eb W't all mi grants ente
States in one of these three categories. Upon naturalization, citizens are no longer subjdstdogobvhe
Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) or other immigration laws.

Congressional Research Service



Mexican Migration to the United States: Policy and Trends

family reunification, the admission of 1immigrant
and diversity by country of origin.

ThleNA prior ibtaiszals ifmanmiglryat i on, making more than t
availabl e-biams etdhe rfeafmirlemce catdbgoride x ad £ giowr itelse <

I NA does not set aside LPR vis akse Ifyort oMetxaikceo, bu't
advantages offafrriileynlddwy rules, with 122, 686 Mexicart
immediate relativess poofnsUorSe.d ciinmmizgerfrasngtdsr.eifna nmk Y 2y0 1
Overall, 88% of Mexicans were admitted 1in one of
67% of all LPRs. The figure®00d9ff &8 %e vdn Mommxid € afha
fambbhdyed compaakbkld L BRpSpSelssooiéx B
Figure 1. Mexican and All Other LPRs by Broad Category in FY2010
450,000
I M Mexico All others

400,000 387,842

350,000

300,000

250,000

200,000 180,475 198.380

150,000 136,808

100000 28272

50,000 34,114 S

11,535 4,899
; - — .
Immediate relatives Family-sponsored Employment-based All other
of U.S. citizens preferences preferences

Source: CRS presentation of Degtment of Homeland Security Office of Immigration Statistics data.

Temporary Legal Admissions

Foreign nationals who are admitted to the United
expressed reason are known asi mnoingirnmanitg rvainstas .c alTthee
commonly referred to by the letter and numeral t
101 (a)(15) of the I MNA,t oiunildutrdeiantgh fiodrv Eeextaemrpglne aBn d
studdhesnonimmi gramtt vosazicngegmpli-bAmeinga ifaerd ude
agricultural g2uBe svti swao rfkoerk so]t lhecldre slEbawseornal or i nter
thel BH visa for temporary pmédfasailorakhwagkewvs s at
t readeyr st raand treaty invesdmpany atnrda itshfee rLe evsi .s aT ef my

3 For a fuller discussion of permanent visas,GBS Report RL3223%).S. Immigration Policy on Permanent
Admissionsby Ruth Ellen Wasem

4 For a fulerdiscussion of nonimmigrant visas, $8BS Report RL31381).S. Immigration Policy on Temporary
Admissionsby Ruth Ellen Wasem
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professional workers from Canada and Mexico also
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on NAFTA »p
Mexicoewahepthending county of temporary noni mmig
all sucAsichd rfirem tourists and business visitors
noni mmi gr an2A o2BtHsrkwalsl eHd Wwd gl@gresMd sieeo was one
countries e l2iAg iab2lde Htoon ismermidg rtAnt s (as of January
ccounted for -s8k2i.191% do fn osauscnhmslgoowe dt i mi 2 01 0 . Me xi1 ¢

a
a small proportion o

f otAlppre nldd xalC noni mmi grant s

Figure 2. NonimmigrantVisas Issued by Nationality and Visa Category, FY2010

800,000

M Mexico All others I
700,000 692,035
600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000 -

200,000

100,000

15,233

13,480

Students and
cultural exchange

0

Low skilled workers  High skilled workers

440,802

10,303

All Other

Source: CRS presentation of data frokd.S. Department of State, Nonimmigrant Visa (NIV) Statistics, F¥1997

2010 NIV Detail Table.

Notes : Low-skilled workers include F2A and H2B visas; ighskilled workers include E, HB, L, and TN visas;
students and cultural exchange include F and M visas; all others include other nonimmigrantheisdsB-1
(temporary visitors for business) andB(temporary visitors for pleasure or medical aBnent) visas.

Unaut horized Migration

About 11.4 million unauthorized aliens from vari
States in 2010, down f%Bem walelna tofnle@ thd rtdwd loifon i n
unauthorizedoatiéemspeceteonwi(bly crossing the bord

5 Randall Monger and Megan Mathewspnimmigrant Admissions to the United States: 2@HS Office of

Immigration Statistics, Annual Flow Report, August 201ttp://www .dhs.govklibrary/assetstatisticspublications/

ni_fr_2010.pdf Since many visas allomultiple entriesthe admissions datacludemultiple admissions afertain

individuals duringeachyear.

6 Reported estimates are the average of estimates published by DHS Office of Statistics and the Pew Hispanic Center;
seeCRS Report RL33874)nauthorized Aliens Residing in the Unitedt8s: Estimates Since 1988/ Ruth Ellen

Wasemfor a more detailed discussion.
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being s ed through a port) orThateemaihdgnl]l
enter |1 y as mnonimmigrants but then remain p
owest ayers) or otherwise viol%0fe tthhee Itle r4msmid fl itolm
estimated 6.7 million unauthorized Mexicans res:i
59% of the oupnwmluatthioorn zvwads ffer gamh Yetxaitc o (s e e

I mmi gration Policy

In recente oyregaer sW. tBhwes hG admi Bagstackt Obmsma Al ong wi t
Members of Congicomp,r cthans afvevodatndid Bopr mackages the
would include reforms to the LPR and noni mmigran
legalization for certain unauthorized aliens, an
considered a nunebleart eodf pCrloRp obsialllss dawmrdi rg t his per
signed into law. Thus, legislative and administr
focused on new enfor eMemeincta nmebaosrudreers aantd twhe hU.nS .t |
and anmenberd of unauthorized aliens have been r1er
Me xi cans accoun tqiunagr tfeorrs aolfm&ishilnitgheraeoev @ hs EQ@f ee c e m
and Bordé€p».Security

Hi st ory oeU. SMe xMicgoration and Pa

This section describes how social, economic, and
States along ewiatthe dmipgrlaitciioels dwmc bdbthowwumhasd es ihr
regional migration system: limited seasonal f1 ow
worker program from 1942 to 1964, the emergence
through the 1980s,t hantd styhset ecno nasloo ndl awietdhn ionfcr e a s
immi gration since the 1990s.

While seasonal migration by Mexi'caenntangnrgi cul tur al

while most of California, Ari1iz ocamiddf aNe wnbMexico, T
beoelhged to Spainlamgdellat epre rMeaxmiecnat i mmi gration fr
United States 1is Ri g@iclkelnuts tprhaestncosm® RMenxmima gr ant s e X
Imi llion in a decade for the Ffiigr@rtea hd mMe x nhc ahe 1
accounted for more than 15% of total LPR infl ows
Fi gBr.e The 1| iFgihgtGadreph arts Ui 18 . census-bdama on the t
population livingchninhbtutanitedaBtammsgrawhis, te
and unauthorized migrants.ImAsl [tilpen fMegurcea nisl 1l u svterc
United States %as recently as 1970.

7 bid.
8 SeeCRS Report RS22446lonimmigrant Overstays: Brief Synthesis of the IsbyéRuth ElleVasem

9 The pattern of limited permanent immigration from Mexico was partly a function of a smaller immigration system in
general during this period: even with these low immigration rates, Mexico was one of-flve topuntries of origin
for U.S. immgrants during each decade since the 1920s.
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Figure 3. Mexican Migration to the United S tates, 1900-2009

M Mexico-Born Residents M Mexico LPRs LPRs % Mexican
10,000,000 30%
9,000,000
8,000,000 2%
7,000,000 0%
6,000,000

5,000,000 15%

4,000,000

3,000,000 10%
2,000,000 5%
1,000,000

1900- 1910-  1920- 1930- 1940- 1950- 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- 2000-
1909 1919 1929 1939 1949 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States; Yearbook of Immigration Statistics.

Note s: Population data are for the Mexidmorn population in the United States the start of each decade and
as of 2009 and include naturalized citizens, LPRs, nonimmigrants, and unauthorized aliens; LPR data are total LPR
inflows for the decade beginning in 1900, 1910, etc.

Al'l of these Mexican micgrreaatsieodn mnaanrdk epdolpyu 1baetgiionnn itnr
1970s, however, with legal immi-goantipap¢LPRi om¢f]l
living in the United States both roughly doublin
growth rates showkMdamndt opaop I0Dt0i, on in the United
million people by 2009. In contrast with earlier
dominatedebm, shemnsonal, migration for agricultur
Me xi cgmamtis i n he United States today are equal
permanently 1in he United Stagreiscu ltthuwerya Ilwoorckc wpvaetr
Ta re dispersekdi g@rre ughout the ent.i

What explains the shift from relahinvéd Yof otwvh ¢ mo
century to the apid growth of Mexi cparni mmairgirlayt i o n
a funecsttiround tomfo gt aphi c, economic, and social forc
economic oppor tpunsiht iftahcathoarsse c baeaged emigration f
most of this period; and, ptenthecttliormptoyfmemil pp
an aging popupuall » hwihtahvienr bteheen—tUmo ut gchd aSltla tceefs t he s e
and pull factors are in flux. How these structur
depenmisg matetiemch piod iktotls countries that encourage
mi gration and that afford aliens different 1egal

t
t
b3 e and they a
h
r

Pr-World War 1I1: Limited Seasonal F1l ows

Push and pull f aelt.oSr.s npirgorpaetliloinn gweMhbex ireddlraltyi v2e0l y
centnamgs pdarntda tsnwaniwdblr Kk ki ng Me xicanswetroe tphoeorUmyi t e d
develaondid&rant fhadcd Womketed access to labor mar k:¢
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ut hwe st '®Wirodeern cset aatneds .e cdoaurr o migc t chies 1Moecxai tciaommn Re v o
91MNV20) resulted ilmutadadlista omrad aviméi girep Meomi, e i due

c +~uwn
B8 5 — 0

—

h 11 spiutleld fpaucsthor s, agricultural employers

©c O "= <
=S
- - o

C:o»—‘ooé
v € —o0o o -

mi gr awtuingn tphel iod vhwelbre wartyicgmteah D238, criteria

e JU9.280madnd for migrant workers plunged during
empl oyment rates cdl irnebneadi nteod 2a5b% Vien 115998 3u,n tainl

l ob
11 immigration®PDvsetribtiobjeptsoadoifnl aDd7.
ed t he ofrikresrt pUr.oSgr agm,e satl Ilwo wi ng Mexican noni
and 1920, and then exempted Mexicans and
ry immigration limits impos®d on the rest

1

ot

f o1

visa applbidat®e¥se duction in LPR admissions. Hundre
Mexicans a-bdrnhhehitl Ur8n meingneéelet @riMaxkliutde mdge s s i

may who werMedeporabsdemdigr@dieangewhi gration to

States) during this period, with a 1926 1aw

t h

requ

municipal authorities, and a ourraiges oouft fpluobwsi ca mrde
support reft*Asynamigsaltionthe 1930s were the only

the region flowed north to south.

19412 6 4

The Bracero Program

As the United Statesagobedimphhadpdosy WNomdadddVdrihtér
labobut after a decade of I imited inflows they
of ficials continued to oppose new emigration, Wwh
andasoend the expbtreenmagrafithacati ghoswotlkSrsoffioc
viewed immigration through the lens of the war
Mexican relations, and wePe deferential t o Mexi
Thus, the Frankl imatDi oMRoiosictvied tt e d d me miolsattaern alns w
guest worker program, which became known as the
l abo%Uenrd)er the resulting treaty, Mexican workers
10 See for example, Mark Reisld@y the Sweat of Their Brow: Mexican Immigrant Labor in the United States; 1900

1940(Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1976).

"Gene Smiley, “Unempl oy me mtn dR al tEedridinic HistonaAssodiatiofiad. 43, moh e 192 0 s

2 (June 1983), p. 488.

12The Immigration Act of February 5, 1917 codified all previously enacted grounds for exclusion, added a literacy test

as a grounds for admission, expanded the list of alieriaded for mental health and related reasons, excluded

nationals of c-Baontfiestrnanphbte; Asand broadened grounds for

States. Mexicans were exempted from literacy tests and from head taxes, amongpuitieng.

13The Quota Law of May 19, 1921 imposed the first numeric limits on LPR immigration to the United States and
limited the number of aliens of any nationality to three percent of the febeignpersons of that nationality who lived

in the UnitedStates in 1910; and the Immigration Act of May 26, 1924 established the national origins system which
set quotas based on the number of fordigm persons in the country in 1890 and 1920. Both laws exempted Western
Hemisphere countries from the limitSongress rejected several proposals to eliminate the Western Hemisphere
exemption in subsequent debates during the 1920s.

14 See David Fitzgeraldh Nation of Emigrants: How Mexico Manages its Migrat{@erkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 2008).

15The United States and Mexico clashed over oil and other issues during the 193Bsrraadyhad madeliplomatic
and commercial inroads in Mexi@oior to the war; see Richard B. Craidhe Bracero Program; Interest Groups and
Foreign Policy(Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1971).

16 A separate guest worker program admitted over 200,000 Jamaicans and other West Indians for employment as
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Bracero progdr.abm nhidldlaisosnbyed 964, and so helped s pae
fostering a mnew ®aneedndMeixoinc aonf wmwirgkreartsi,onU. S. e mp |
transnational 1l abor vraecdreuiyt eorfs .n altn ointasl afntde rgrhaotbh
hold downt wagep-ahdlloed empl oyime ntth o pPpirttench i Stiatse
factors whrehsedemigdatnon pulls. At the same ti
combined with an agricultural privatization prog
dislocaturbdbnan mugahtion, and—fmew ojrosb wshei eckhe rt so gient h)
resadd in stronger migration pushes as wel!l
With the end of the Bracero program, these stron
fewer legal pathways for MexicanMwait kens werente
eligiblet dmporHae iyt twe s Bepart ment of2Lplboéntiensct a
an effort worlpamdsdct mpgl Sher pridssed matershed 1965

amendments to-2t3be I M o(sR.dL .t h89 first numeric 1 i mi

i mmagtand prohibited unskilled seasonal-/tempo
based LPR visas, a provision t*Th¢e maA6mnly affe

rar
cte

amendmehtwcreased the pr tboarsietdy LoPfReswiasdatmiiaithor f a mi |

pat hway ifmdrgrlae g aln (fsrloieng dMeex i ¢ o

agricultural workers on the east coast during World War II; anedviexicans were admitted as agriculturalPHyuest
workers after 1952.

17 Kitty Calavita, Inside the State: The Bracero program, Immigration, and the I(N&wv York: Routledge, 1992), p.
141.

18 The Department of Labor (DOL) had opposed the Bracero program, and DOL enforced-&tiadt certificabn
guidelines that mainly limited H2 visas @aribbearmigrantsworking in sugar cane andanadians working oapples
farms. See U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the Judi@ampprary Worker Programs: Background and Issues
committee print, prepardny Congressional Research Servicé! @ng., February 1980, pp. 48..

9P.L. 89236 (the Immigration and Nationality Act Amendments of 1965) imposed a Western Hemisjhe tienit

of 120,000 visas beginning in 1968, but did not establish individuaitey limits or a preferenegystem for the
Western Hemispher®..L. 94571 applied a preference system to Western and Eastern Hemisphere countries and
imposed an individual pezountry limit of 20,000 visas on Western Hemisphere states beginning inPL2795412
established a single worldide ceiling of 290,000 immigrants.

20See U.S. Congress, House Committee on the Juditiamyigration hearings ofd.R. 2580 89" Cong., ®'sess.,
1965.This restriction remains in 8203(b)(3)(A)(iii) aNA.
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Figure 4.Admissions Categories for Mexican LPRs
Trends over four @cades

B Employment Immediate Relative M Other family IRCA M Nonpreference All other
3,000,000

2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000

1,000,000

500,000 - -

0 — I
1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s

Source: CRS presentation of DHS Office of Immigration Statistics data.
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of adult U.S. citizen®& | RCA6 refers to visas granted through the | egal
Reform and Control Act of 1986R.L. 99603 . 0 No n pr e f e prespectigedPRs evliodad petitioms

approved prior to thepassage d®.L 94571; that law appliedhe visapreference system to the Western

Hemispherebeginning in 1978 but certain permitted people with existing petitons ot er -pased@o@nce o
immigrants in that year.

The convergence of grlolwifige tmamgy adndns lpuisthkiamgl om
l ooswkilled migration increased illegal migration
aliens appr e hfeonldde db egtrweewe nt hlr9%e6e5 and 1970, and the
froMaxio ncreans &d %f ' h80%mposition of numeric 1imi
immi gration produced a backlog of roughly 300, 00
in aanawal f year wait for ¥Bypab9T®y agmaditimat aery
mi |l Inaomt morized aliens resided in the ®United Sta

The HE€uoummittee ometlhde al mkirmirasiypfe pehrmngisation b
19 7alnbtdot h chkhkaombaé¢ dedruerdi nbgi Itldse s ¢®dBage 1illegal 1 mmi
penntegnepl oyer s o,f ainolnegg aolt HhEloinegmso po sadasmi ned t he

21U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Immigration and Refuge® Sfairs,
Immigration Law and Policy: 1952986 100" Cong., ® sess., December 1987, S. Rept.-100 (Washington: GPO,
1988), pp. 33, 42.

22bid., p.62. The Mexican visa backlog was one of the main reasons for the pasfage ®$571, which alleviated
some of the problem by creating a preference system for Mexicaigliamnts.

ZJnnifer Van Hook and Frank D. Bean, “Estimating Unauthori
and Tr eBindtisnal Study:iMigration Between Mexico and the United S{ateshington, DC: US Commission
on Immigration Reform1998), pp. 53%40.

24 For a fuller discussion of congressional attention to illegal migration during this peridd.Sse@ongress, Senate
Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Immigration and Refugee Affédrsimmigration Law and Policy:
19521986 100" Cong., ® sess., December 1987, S. Rept.-100 (Washington: GPO, 1988), (86-89.
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25 See e.g., Wayne A. CorneliuEhe Role of Immigrant Labor in the U.S. and Japanese Econ@maielella, CA:
Center for U.SMexican Studies, 1998).

26 The Immigration Act of 1990R.L. 101649, thelllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 (IRIRA, P.L. 104208Div. C), thePersonal ResponsibiligndWork OpportunityReconciliationAct of 1996
(P.L. 10493), and theAntiterrorismand EffectiveDeathPenaltyAct of 1996(P.L. 104132

2T The USA-PATRIOT Act of 2002 P.L. 107-56), the Homeland Security Act of 200R.(. 107296), the Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (4HB), the REALID Act of 2005 P.L. 10913, Div. B), and the
Secure Fence Act of 200B.(. 109367).

28 The passage of theéomeland Security Act of 200P(L. 107296) and the consolidation of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) and U.S. Customs Service (USCS), among other ageitbia the Department of

Homeland Security means that budgets are not strictly comparable over time. The 1986 figure includes $801 million in
total obligations for the USCS and $380 million in enforcermnelatted expenses for the INS; the 2012 figuotuides

$5.8 billion in total obligations for U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement and $11.6 billion in total obligations

for U.S. Customs and Border Protection. See U.S. Office of Management and Budiget, of the U.S. Government:
Appendix Washingon, DC, 1987 and 2013.
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since few other count rMeexsi caop pirso atchhe tohnel y7 % ulcihmicto,:
number of second %BAnedf eSreecnscéed niamindipgercainatls .al 1 ot me n't
visas each year from FY1992 through FY1994 for s
legalized fThmeu gthleu I fRi@rds t1 9d9%Oovamadceti tnh & fh hima d ¢ Me xi1 ¢
up 37% of all second preference spouses and chil
children of LPRs who O®wdr5d2k% aolfi zaeld tshercoomgdh plrR{d 4.
spouses aonfd [aPdRnsli d t e d d #FrYi2 dga9heY 20l 0dm Me xi c o

Recent Mexican Migration Policy Refor ms

Mexico lacked a cohesive mBrgaadrionp eproildd,.y amd smwo
Mexican governments expres smbde rl iotft [ Me xpiucbalni cc ictoinzc
leaving for the United States wit hBietg ipnrnoipnegr do c
in the late 1990s, however, -Nexircco sh omrgd enri,g rtahnet d
precarious situationgeofindisautmhdtiez ddJaiMexdi Samtms,
human rights abuses of Central Americans 1n Mexi
active approach to migration issues, 1including b
engaging wiSttha ttehse albnoiutte dU. S . immi gration policy.
The Administration of Mexican President Felipe C
significant stepsmtitogrotveohapdl Mésk eienomiPgrreavtiioouns 11lya,
the General (BG®RAN]l oafi 6B 7A¢ct |l imited legal 1 mmigrat
foreigners in Mexico, with unauthorized migrants
Mexican Congress reformed the GPA to decriminald9i
unauitzheodr mi grants subject to fines and deportati
That year the Calderdén government also announced
$200 million in new investments tos iammpdr ove secur
immi gration facilities, ®ndomurntdhdmatne bbawelro prmen to

“Reducing Unaut horMexidddBMilgdsr aMexn cOr pms sed a | aw
penalties for alien smuggling, particularly abus

29Under INA §201(a), familysponsored immigrants who are subject to numerical limits include the adult sons and
daughters of U.S. citizens; spouses, children, and adult sons and daughters of lawful permanent residents; and siblings
of U.S. citizens. Under INA §201(b), spouses and children of U.S. citizens are not subject to numerical limits.

0¥Section 203 of the INA’s defines “preferenc-sponsojedt ems” for
and employmenbased vias that are subject to numerical limits, With the exception of the spouses and children of

LPRs, INA §202(b) limits the number of familgnd employmenrbased immigrants that may be admitted from any

single country to 7% of the number of famiind employentbased immigrants admitted in a given year.

31 This section is drawn front:aura V. GonzaleMurphy and Rey KoslowskEntiendo el Cambio a las Leyes de
Inmigracion de MéxicoWoodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Mexico Institute, March; 20artelle
Beaulieu,“Mexican Immigration Policy: Candil de la Calle, Oscuridad de la CéBh,D. diss., Tulane University,
forthcoming; also sedMlarc R. RosenblumQbstacles and Opportunities for Regional Cooperation: ThéMéSico
Case (Washington, [@: Migration Policy InstituteApril 2011), http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/USMexieo
cooperation.pdf
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Me xiscor ecent migratory reform efforts 1ikely hin;
new version of thel GPApphatedvabyunhai Moxscan Con
President Cal #Some imfiiMhpbd @clk.i vie)s toof g uhaer almtwe ea 1
rights and protecti qn) otfo aslilmpmiigfrya nMesx iicna nMeixmmneiog;
to faeilleagal Bmmigresifehlish the principles of f
humanitarian protection aismnkiegy aetligbme mptosl iocfy ;t haen dc
concentrate 1mmigration enforcementoraduetrhotroi ty wi
improve migration management and reduce abuses o
guarantees that all migraamnd hawlet hcars ss goviedas
the time that wunauthorizedcomngenntsomhy WwWer henh g
also gives legal s tBiettuas Utrdoagppseacisdls tgoni grmamd st 1 n
establishes special procedures for how children
Since the bguhetwi baw fior still being devel oped,
Recent -MeSicMi gration Trends

Despite U. S. enfor ce melntS.e fnfiogrrtast iaofnt eirn clr9%8a6s,e dMesx
years after I RCAsbowint lpaotphent gt awi Mg xfcom about 2
to about 11. FUmdvwfhomi aead 200 ®rants accoilfnted for
Yet Mexicafnl oomsgrhaatvieondeahidnedcenhcda2@06r om mult
s how a neatutrhaotrei zoefd wum gr ation fluctuating near 2z
Mexicans are leaving the United Stat@&s than arri
Researchers attribute thisupleld.lS.nebdraderhes elc Sr.1 tr
interior enforcement, increasing abuses of migra
organizations, and expanding job¥*®epmortunities i
researchers also have found evirdemas darhaadurtage di
some unauthorized migrants to remain in the Unit
returning to Mexf'co on a seasonal basis.

In additio# etran tflhecstorsshortower Mexican emigratiort
lmg erm demographi’s feendbijtgsrMeaegibhes fallen fro
children per woman Phhd960whiol abomitgRati eowmdiizyom
increase with U. S. economic growth, some analyst
32 For a general description of the law in English, Gebierno Federal e Mé xi co, “Mexico’s New Law ¢
Mi gration, ” Sept athip/usmexutst. .edagsetsi282460apdf1 e

3¥Seel enni fer Van Hook and Frank D. THgeationtothé Unided States:it i ng Unaut ho
I s sues an Bindlianal Study: MigrationlBetween Mexico and the United Sta¥shington, DC: US
Commission on Immigration Reform, 1998), pp. &38); andTable 1.

34 |bid. An estimated 1.4 million out of 2.8 million foreighorn Mexican aliens were unauthorized in 1.93¢d &
estimated 6.7 million out of 11.5 million Mexican aliens were unauthorized in 2009

35 See Jeffrey Passel, D'Vera Cohn, and Ana Gon&dezra,Net Migration from Mexico Falls to Ze#oAnd
Perhaps LessPew Hispanic Center, Washington, DC, 2018 //www.pewhispanic.ordiles/201204PHG-04-23a
MexicanMigration.pdffor a full discussion of these findings

36 See, Ibid;David Scott Fitzgerald, Rafael Alarcén, and Leah MOsknoff, Recession Without Borders: Mexican
Migrants Confront the EconomDownturn(La Jolla, CA and Boulder, CO: Center for Comparative Immigration
Studieg(CCIS)and Lynne Reiner Publishers, 2011).

37 1bid.

38 pew Hispanic Centefhe MexicarAmerican Boom: Births Overtake Immigratjaluly 14, 2011,
http://pewhispanic.orfjles/reportsi44.pdf p. 7.
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levels observed in recent years because many few
ecause Mexicoriesasheagedriamg ddm aintt a y .

While total emigration flows have declined, ther
middle and upper class Mexicans, particularly fr
t r af frieclkaitnegd® Onieo Isietmucddye c e mber 2010 estimated that
been displaced by violence, and that ®roughly hal
Media reports indicate that some Mexicans who fe
have souwgrti nastyhe United States.

CRS analyzed several data sources that could ref
in Mexico and found ambiguous results U. S. asyl
increasing MexicanesnbtoweennFYhhee8s ¢cahegpear be
in tr arfefliactkeidn gvi ol é?Yet )t hade FY20d6me evidence of

“crediBdleaifmsarduring this period and®wdft ha higher
most aftrthseioccutSaomg mind  FIYQ&0ad®d upper class Me
entering through other legal channels mnot reflec

Another devel opmen

t that-UcSul di gaaseoatni saptaiskve
that began in May 201
i tie
t

and ROwbaifsftect se moaremerthsa n
in northern Mexico have b

1
indi genous communi s
B°Me x i b o mhiadef %2 .f% ebdii Inlgi cwre nft e

reportedly fleeing

39 On recent demographic trends, see for example, Aaron Terrazas, Demetrios G. Papademetriou, and Marc R.
RosenblumEvolving Demographic anHdumanCapital Trends in Mexico and Central America and Their Implications

for Regional Migration Migration Policy Institute (MPI) and Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars,

Washington , D.C., May 201hftp://www.migrationpolicy.orgilubsRMSG-humancapital.pdf on Me xi co’s mi ddl e
class see Luis de la Calle and Luis Rublexico: A Middle Class SociefWashington, DC: Woodrow Wilson

International Center for Scholar€)12).

40 For background on drufyafficking related violence in Mexico, S&RS Report R41578le x i cods Drug Traffic!
Organizations: Source and Scope of the Rising Violdncdune SBeittel.

41 Norwegian Refugee Council, Internal Displacement Monitoring Ceftneed Displacement in Mexico due to Drug
Cartel Violence December 31, 2010ftp://www.internaldispla@ment.orddriefing/mexica

42 Asylum request from Mexico increased fr@é®47 requests in FY2005, of which 34 (1.2%) were grante]2&i

in FY2010,0f which49 (1.5%)weregranted See U.S. Department of Justice, Executive Office for Immigration
Review Asylum Statisticshttp://www.justice.gowoirefoiafoiafreq.htm Also seeCRS Report R41753&sylum and
ACredi ble Fear 0 | s s uesiyRuthElldn VEasen8inmiany, gonimntigraot risaPisslied o y
major classes of higbkilled Mexicannonimmigrantslfusiness visitors, treaty traders and investors, and intra
company transferapgrew by just 6% between 20@8d 2010, to 9,090 visa holders; §aport of the Visa Office
Table XVII (Part 1), 2007 and 2011.

43 Foreign nationals arriving at a port of entry who lacper immigration documents or who engage in fraud or

misrepresemtionmay beplaced in expedited removdiutif they express a fear of persecution they recefi@edible

fear’ hearing with a USCIS asylum officer aifidheir claim isif found to becrediblethey are referred to an
immigration judge for a hearinGee CRS Report R41753 syl um and ACredi bl e Fear o | ssues i
Policy, by Ruth Ellen Wasem

44 According to CRS calculations based on data provided by U.S. Citizenshimiamgration Services Office of

Legislative Affairs, the number of Mexican credible fear cases increased from 179 in FY2007 to 1,241 in FY2011, and
the proportion of cases in which asylum officers found a credible fear to exist increased from 59% toe&2%. Th

changes may, in part, be a function of broader trends in the credible fear process, as the total number of cases received
during this period grew from 5,260 to 11,217, with the approval rate rising from 75% to 90%.

45 «“Mexican Official Says Drought Like To Intensify, Dow Jones International New3anuary 26, 2012.

%®Jennifer Gonzalez, “Hunger, Dr oWgehceFranfefPress@danudye24,i c o’ s Tar a h-
2012.
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relief, but i1t is mnot yet known whether the a

id
areas, or whether internal displacement will 1e

Me xicans 1in the United States

The Méboipgpal aitni otnhe Unctcodn$edtd oft athaebht 29
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populiant i200nialicecyo u nrt e ulg Wdow ©3t al U. S. population gr o?n
and algooewt hI-t o -ytSeoet 2 Sp o ’Rétlltyi omr this reason, t
bor are disproportionately 1ikebdorn owdrekeims t he
represented 16.3% of the <c¢ivil i abno rlna bwoorr kfeorrsce i n
represeafethé®domolr gadhadr 5¢% of the t%tal U.S. 1lab
Mexican migration to the United States has attra
onl y beictasu dsactaclfee ,becausktopghpu Menxitahmre United State
possdbffisdaadci oeconominco sptr Poftideicgg od'Ps . average, t he
Mexican born i1in the United Statesnaneéeéhmaeamaedldi kel
compared t obotitheanbdoamnetipigpepeu ]l at i ons i1in the United
youngdalhower educatrenmbewvel s kelliyl t ©od woa kup ot il @ews
have lowereamemomibe sReeclfelnt wohahge geobgraphy of Mex

migration to htalve Wnirtead eSlt mtdadsi t i(osn@et o gt & phtc on
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LegalusStat

With respect to their legal status, the foreign born fall into three broad groups: naturalized
citizens, legal noncitizens (which includes permanent and temporary residents), and unauthorized
aliens.Tablels hows that the legal profile of those borrt

the rest -bé6rnonhpopolteigan. While the majority (52
naturalizedmejorzenwgspfthhe Mexican born (55%) ar
accounted for an estimated 6.5 million of the 11
living in the United States in 2010,her 58% of t
United States.

47 By contrast, the next largest foreigorn group is from the Philippinesjth 1.9 million persons, roughly 5% of the
total foreignborn population. SeERS Report R4159Zhe U.S. ForeigiBorn Population: Trends and Selected
Characteristics by William A. Kandel

48 SeeCRS Report RL3270T;he Changing Demographic Profile of the United Stdtgd aura B. Shrestha and
Elayne J. Heislemp.13.

49 CRS Report R4159Zhe U.S. ForeigiBorn Population: Trends and Selected CharacteristigsWilliam A.
Kandel

50 CRScomputations from the 204merican Community Survey Public Use Micro Sam{lee ratioof the Mexico
born to the total foreigiborn civilian labor force is 29%, the same as for the total populations of each group.

51 This report compares the demographics of Mexican migrants to all other foreign born and U.S. natives. Certain other
foreign-born populations resemble Mexitmrn migrants in some respects, including notably those from certain

Central American countries; s@éerrazast al, Evolving Demographic and Huma@apital Trends in Mexico and

Central America and Their Implications for Rexgal Migration. Nonetheless, Mexican migrants merit special attention

given their numbers and given Mexico’s proximity to the Un
systematically examine other groups of migrants.
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Table 1.Legal Status of Mexican Born and All Other Foreign Born, 2010

Mexican Born

All Other Foreign Born

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of

Persons Total Persons Total
Total 11,746,539 100% 28,170,336 100%
Naturalized citizen 2,703,522 23% 14,752,790 52%
Noncitizen 9,043,017 77% 13,417,546 48%
Legal 2,543,017 22% 8,717,546 31%
Unauthorized 6,500,000 55% 4,700,000 17%

Source: CRS computations from the 2010 American Community Survey Public Use Micro Sample; unauthorized
figures taken from and proportions derived from Jeffrey S. Passel and D'Veral@uuthorized Immigrant
Population: National and State Trends, R@tOHispaic Center, February 1, 2011.
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52The foreign bornlike the native born, impose their largest costs on U.S. taxpayers as children, through their
consumption of public education, and as the elderly, through their consumption of goveiummdedtpublic health

programs. A young adultshowever they pay tags and contribute to programs like Social Security for most of their

working lives.SeeCRS Report R4205Fiscal Impacts of the ForeigBorn Population by William A. Kandel
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Figure 5. Age Distribution by Nativity,20 10
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Education Levels and English Proficiert

Educatsi emitical yardstioktmkPbmswhiedh ammmi gnma gtr @ tadr
policies awnadl hatgdide v ed d upeoastirt@idvactley wi t h 1l abor mar
participation, higher 1ithediiMsxishammnoithetrhmedsiute
St appoessd omaever ageellavetlt soafthan, mowd% hloabchkeirn gniagr a n
high school dipl cooma,alcdompareed ftoa e2 g% oflbaar n and 1
popul(n¢Téaddd)e At the other end 6% ofhet heed uMeaxtii coann sb
ha vaet he &warar coll ege degree compared with 36% fo
for natiwvbobghnan increasing propotst idoeng roefe sMeixni ¢
recent YHeiafShsi I(lseed Me xT.xan Migration

Table 2. Educational Attainment and English Speaking Proficiency by Nativity, 20 10

Mexican All Other
Born Foreign Born Native Born
Educational Attainment (persons age 25 and older)
Less than high school 60% 20% 11%
High school diploma 23% 22% 30%
Some college 12% 22% 31%
4 year college degree or more 6% 36% 28%

53 See fo exampleDavid E. Bloom, Matthew Hartley, and Henry Rosovsk&eyond Private Gain: The Publi
Benefits of HinlptérratonaEHandboektof Highey Educatioed. James J.F. Forest and Philip G.
Altbach, vol. 18 (Springer Netherlands, 200&). 293308; Sandy Baum and Jenniféta, Education Pays: The
Benefits of Higher Education for Individuals and Soc{éigw York: College Board, 2007).
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Mexican All Other
Born Foreign Born Native Born
EnglisiSpeaking Proficiency
All persons 51% 80% 99%
Personaunderage25 2% 90% 99%

Source: CRS computations from the 20 American Community Survey Public Use Micro Sample

Notes: English proficiency refers to persons wheport thatthey spealEn gl i shovwe 0l webt
Si mi
English languafabdpegotnofbotygr(associated
Engl
per s
as o

Occupational Profile

ar di fferences bet ween the Mexican born and

with po

sh speaking oanlpialmeotdy tfacsh apdfotéhfso ¢ h ebnatrfror e i gn
s g liicsihe npaorghhfigsh 22 %) a mongo Me gé¢ © at{kaasn waeglel 25

1
i
outcomes and socialOnhdldubfuthke Metk¢gnat bomn de
i
0
ther migrgoeiy.,of9 ®%)imes wintr 01 ed in U. S. s cho

Le gsatlag s, educational att aiadcdoennttrtiobauntdeo Eamil ¢ s h p1
outcomes such as oladipgeads eomtaclc eautitaatd ianamednld r.d i st r i b
Me x1 cans, ot her i@t lthegsn Mieboontm,b oarm dfoobhktccB8ent r at ed 1 n
industries chakiakltediemp!lcboymsdtwrtw, ¢ tsiuocnh, acsl eaning,
preparation, dmdcogtrasltthadb 61 met aaftohdee s gni bat 0

natiumnendoare more concentrated in Fales,

Table 3. Occupational Distribution by Nativity, 20 10
Emplged civilians ages 16 and older

Mexican All Other
Born Foreign Born Native Born
Construction 16% 5% 5%
Cleaning 14% 6% 3%
ManufacturingProduction 13% 7% 7%
Extraction/Repair/Transportation 13% 8% 10%
Food Preparation 12% 6% 5%
Sales/Office 13% 21% 27%
Agricultural 7% 0% 0%
Business/Finance/Management 4% 13% 14%

54 See forexample Alejandro Portes and Ruben Rumbdotmigrant America: A Portrai(Berkeley, CA:University
of CaliforniaPress 2 0 0 6 ) ; H &getat ABivak Englishdrofjcienty, and Social Assimilation Among U.S.
Immigr a n Ansericdn Economic Journal: Appliedol. 2, no. 1 (January 2010), pp. 1692.

55 SeeCRS Report R4159he U.S. ForeigiBorn Population: Trends and Selected CharacteristigsWilliam A.
Kandel

56 These descriptive statistics confirm a Census Bureau riadshowed that foreign born who are uralized

citizens and/or have extensive U.S. experience are more likely to resemble the native born in their occupational
distribution SeeU.S. Census BureaRyofile of the ForeigrBorn Population in the United States: 20@urrent
Population Reports,f&cial Studies P2306, December 2001, p.41
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Mexican All Other
Born Foreign Born Native Born
Personal Services/Security 3% 6% 6%
Science/Computing/Engineering/Medical 3% 18% 12%
Social/Education/Media 2% 8% 11%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: CRS computations from the 20 American Community Survey Public Use Micro Sample

Notes: Occupational groupings represent the aggregation of occupations listed in the Standard Occupational

Classification (SOC) system, the federal governmentd6s cl
Type of occupation c ebrerichbglh4sehso wwsi tthh aetc otnhoemiMe xwieclal
have lower median personal 1incomes, greater pove
insurance, andi f g wtelre ipre opwre ovme s . In contrast,
the native born relatively closely on the first
homeowners (58%) roughly midway between the Mexi

Table 4. Measures of Economic Well -Being by Nativity, 20 10

Mexican All Other
Born Foreign Born Native Born
Median personal income $25,191 $43328 $45,343
Below the poverty line 29% 16% 17%
Covered by health insuraec 27% 58% 66%
Own home 46% 58% 69%

Source: CRS computations from the 20 American Community Survey Public Use Micro Sample.

In summary, the Mexican pposs esssdiedndrigg taipnhéetche Uni
pr odoimpearmaott ber far adaihgny lharen more 1ikely to 1lack
compar &dJdt,06 obd 7o0f pr i n¥e cwonrpkairnegd nadgoet 38(85083 ¢ k a hi gh
dipl oma (60 % %Jaonkiimagrl @ & htc @ r% Fclocmipeanr e d t o 8 0 %) Thi
hel ps explaexncahybohe Moncent-s ki bl empaied bwawvily i
occupations and measure | owéerihilgekeygnindscangrs
pr o fbielt essecheen Me xi can born, other foreign born, and
debatwts talboo size and chafacter of immigration f1
Geographic Dispersion

Mexican migration has also attrgeogdaphtention i
dispersiomigfitaMe e 8agi ons an,d idrectthvenssitbd hsty
Mexican migrationubkewondetmaandioahd@Ased urban s
Fi g6irlel ussttraatteess ,i n htahteh eS ohuit ghhweesstt pr op dmutti on of Me
states in thehSewwplradeghrcebbdtdewshte tipnrcorpeoarsteiso nianl t h e i 1
Me x tbcoopoppul at i ons over tAlpeg emadsiax thwroe abteevre ddaedt a isle)e.
5%See for example, Samuel P. HoreignPaligy Marah/Aprif2004.e Hi spanic Chal

58 Also see Douglas S. Massey (edittdgw Faces in New Places: The Changing Geography of American

Immigration Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 2008.
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states awdthobabkbhtievel s of Mexican migration an
mi gratipasdmay g ratliadre d ilne griescl@ntti oyne a r s

Figure 6. Mexico-Born Proportion s of U.S. State Populations, 2010, and States with
the Largest Proportional Increases in Mexico-Born Populations Since 1990

<1%  1-1.99% WIRLELELNEERER 2010
Y¢ Increase of over 1,000% between 1990 and 2010

Source: CRS computations from the 1990 and 2000 Decennial Censuses, and the @&BWMS data

Policy Issues

on policy has been a subject of congres
Congress has considered a range of measures to s
changes to the LRRaasdstemismmiagdaptr oposals to 1c¢
unauthorized aliens,sambaguotaerthesbhasge Me xscwr
and as a continental neighbor means that many U.
t he 1 mmibgartaet i fornMedxea c &. ferspective raises a mnumbe
f these i1issues, simolledimg shlhpumgMdxiSco mi gratior
as taken and coul d niagkrea ttioonr educe wunauthorized

I mmi grat.i

0
h
The Unit®nMeSxtihcdoee veopmimon intedfancgiomiagwellgrati
sys®Eimrst and foremost, both countries benefit f

59 SeeCRS Report R4199Ktate and Local Restrictions on Employing Unauthorized Allen&ate M. Manuel

60 Also see Emma Aguila, Alisher Rkhmedjonov, and Ricardo Baswiavila, et al. United States and Mexico: Ties
That Bind, Issues That Divig8anta Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2012).
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e y migration and commerce, limits,illegal f
srupts criminal enterprise’st hiladcgoesd, with
d g np &ahtld@ enri gr a nb e rasnpointgt aMecxleiscrog e st sources o f
hange earnings, regionahkmidgtoet Bocvdhni esmium s racs
Ei®%Tgh.i rd, both countries have benefitted from

Me x 7sc oplo%s& 0 baby boom Uh lopiun g ttiooms gertoevtsh decades
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s
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the U.S. hpepubketdion

The ssemocno i nterests have, at t i mes, led the Unite
from a bilateral perspective, 4 4tHheedy: dlihde t hr ou g
Bracero” Moo gr a,mcPernetsliydent Geor ge W Bush and Mex
reached a framework agreement to pursue a major
announced on Sept ernebseird ebn t s2 0c0ult,] itnheed tawob ipl at er al
reform that would-Ucdmbigme sd mwowkkbexipcogram, 1ega
unauthorized Mexican migrants in the United Stat
steps by Merxaigceo itlol edgiaslc oouut f1 ows, and increaseced
alternatives to emi-sgamdiimg d%Annviehroivegihg stahtieig s m n t

t alflkd 1l boiflfaatgehrmadla a ft er tphiel 19/rl1sl oaft ttahcek sf,r atnmheewo r k
ream ned at the center of the U.S. 1immigration de
At the same ti me, mi gration haspabpdebeen a sour
concerned abouwtwvkti idnmdgpacti onf onatndhealblo®t rkbagal
migration, and many Mexican fMegriacnmatnss fianl It hien tUon it
St a’t)f e¢snversely, whnieeMeXi So amd heorfmmiyg et aot invank e
lawjpsust as Mexico enfo+rMexidcosabwa megksatti onpt atw
its nationals abroad. This perspective has led t

pol i cpyolaincdy enf or cement

I mmi gration Enforcement and Border Sec

I mmi gration enforcement and border security are
questions about how to prevdntMexribdhendetrheahlde gal
removal of unauthorized migrants and certain oth

Under an internal INS planning document develope
plan publis hbkedr denr 2d0ddffan dig ¢ e ald@st bewam dr gani ze
around a “prtavwaamnrtgiyom ft Pfaocughpdetehrehaeae, places en
personnedndfetwonnag technotogffathad hedoithes of
The bor &e rs tphaatsreohlg e n ddiessciogunreadg et oal i ens from enter
St aatte st raditional aintldbe gahnet os pbwoglfa peonRt@fys )s er s t o
where they are sUbPec€Cusgtpoomanspe & BPoofnfdibaye rtPsrtod e c t i

61 For a fuller discussion of U.8/exico trade and migrant remittances, €8S Report RL32934).S-Mexico
Economic Relations: Trends, Issues, and Implicafibgsv. Angeles Villarreal

62 The White House, Joint Statement between the United States of America and the United Matésan S
http://georgewbuskvhitehouse.archives.gowwsrfelease200109/200109068.html

63 Department of Homeland Security, Bureau of Customs andBBrdeo t e ct i on, “National Border P
206.For a fuller discussion of UtShGongtessiukcemmittpeon Borddrand nat i onal
Maritime Security, Hous€ommittee on Homeland Securiteasuring Border Security: U.S.Bber Patr ol 6 s New
Strategic Plan and the Path Forwarti12" Cong.,2" sess., May 8, 2012; afgRS Report R4213®&order Security:

Immigration Enforcement Between Ports of Enlry MarcR. Rosenblum
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remateawhere difficult terrain and therddbsence o
patrol agents a tactical advantage 1in apprehendi

This approach has resulted in sMebiscamtharldem.forc
Since the strategy was 1initiated beginning in FY
patrol agents posted on the Southwest border has
States has installed f e nacnidn go vaelro n$gl 6b5i11 Imiolne sh aosf
develop an integrated border®Ismravdediltliamn,e Rryesstiedn
George W Bush and Obama both ordered- National G
Me xi1i ¢c an bsoirxd eurn maannadt d nsoyws toepnesr at e t here.

Si nce,a2 0s0e5cond key feature of border enforcement
“consequence dWheirvecarsy ismymitgernaat i on agents historic

apprehendeMerntcahebdr 8Mexico with minimal process
proportion of such aliensfnew 4 memiegumlticddotc rti oni fnoar
har®pas,are repatriated to Mexico at a remote 1 oc

3

kN

Ef forts to Reduce DI DIlheeg aglo aMi gorfa ntth eReec iednihvainscnre d ¢

raise the costs to aliens odi fbfeiicnul ta pfpare htelnedm dt m
with smugglers in Mexico following a failed entr
The United States also conducts interior 1mmigra
I mmi gration Enforcement I CE) t,a kainndg rtehneo vlee a d on
unauthorized migrants and certain other aliens f
and localities also have passed migration contro
Administration has filed wiuth Moxbdecki sewvg rati s
of the court) briefs in some of the cases. The S
constitutionality of key state immigration enfor

AsFi gdirlel ustr ataecsc,ofubheixei cvaamsso f md gpoit gb1°% and remo
al ieepapsr e hseinndceed t1h9¢9 lor ange bars in the figure): 42
pprehended in FY2010 (83%), and 23.1 million ou
his period (93%). Similarly, Mexiffaeammallcyxounted
emoivedFY2012 (73%, the blue bars in the figure)
ormally removed ovVveraelvle nd vhriignhg rt hpirso ppoerrtii oodn s( % 2h%
hare of unauthorized migrants within the United

v S o

64 1bid.

65 Removal is a formal administrative (nrariminal) procedure under which aliens are required to leave the United
States and subject to additional immigratiefated penalties, including at least a fixgar bar on receiving a visa to
return to the Unitedt&tes (INA§212(a); 8 U.S.C81182(a)). Certain aliens subject to removal may be eligible for
voluntary departure, a provision that requires the alien to leave the United States, but does not carry pedéltesl
(INA 8240B; 8 U.S.C. 1229c.).

66 Immigration-related criminal offenses are violations of federal criminal immigration law under Title 8 or title 18 of
the U.S. Code, including the misdemeanor crime of illegal entry (8 U.SC. §1325) and the felony crime of illegal reentry
(8 U.S.C. §1326).

67 SeeCRS Report R41423uthority of State and Local Police to Enforce Federal Immigration, lgwMichael John

Garcia and Kate M. Manuel

68 pursuant to 8830309 of the lllegal ImmigratioReform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRRAL.

104208 Div. C), deportation and exclusion proced8Cngs were c
1229a). Thus, enforcement data refer to “deportable” alien
beginning in 1997.
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Figure 7.Primary Enforcement Outcomes, Overall and Mexican Aliens,
FY1991-FY2010
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Source: CRS presentation of data from DHS Yearbook of Immigration Statistics.

Enf or came hh-Me WJiBSoor de r

The United States has
enforcement tool s ove

0 sted poemsodee¢h)bl fencin
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he last two decades. By
, as apprelwemsgi dmsw afn @Ralu
ies we%Th wse,] otwh e¢ h@b anmat i o n a
Administration has describe™antdhet hbeo rAddenri naiss tnroartei
proposed no major 1increaskFeYs20iln3 .b oSridneirl asrpleyn d iwnhg 1 f
BorrdePatrol (USBP) national strategies published
investments at the border, its forthcoming strat
existing resources along thé& border in response

and r me Sr abos dem Ui

©c B o B
O »n = o

Yet some people question whether the border is t
drug t rraeflfaitcekd nwi ol ence on the Mexican side of t
apprehensions may pri-makl | §a ciendgt etchtei elh bSm ¢ iencgo npouns
downtur n, robust economi’s fowwthbint Meateop, ranile
uccessful boiWidrl emfaairtheoomeimwte.d mi gration increa:
e A%

s
recovers or 1f Mexico expleirgihetn coefs tah edsoew nctounrcne ronfs

69 0On crime rates in U.S. border cities, €RS Report R41075outhwest Border Violence: Issues in Identifying and
Measuring Spillover Violen¢eoordinated by Kristin M. Finklea

0 See, for example, U.S. Departme o f Ho me I a n d SeSretaryuNapolitasio RénTaksSon Smart
Effective Border Securiy and I mmi gr a press neleaBen Qctober5Se 20kitpi/Mvww.dhs.gownews/
speeche&0111005napolitaneremarksborderstrategyandimmigrationenforcement.shtm

7L CBP Office of Legislative Affairs Feb. 13, 2012.
72 See for exampleleffrey Passel, D'Vera Cohn, and Ana Gonz&8lamera Net Migration from Mexico Falls to
Zerad And Perhaps Les®ew Hispanic Center, Washington, DC, 2(1t8y://www.pewhispanic.orfjles/201204/

PHG04-23aMexicanMigration.pdffor a discussion of the dérse causes of falling Mexican migration to the United
States
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Members of Congress ave called for greater 1inve
including a greater role for the National Guard
Questions about how to enfotricens hwhomrwdiecawed vier a
bilateral perspective. Bprdeenfecaooi nkhraewewght det &r
been controversial 1in Mexico bbeocraduesre estofimser cpeenoepnl te
resulted in a risthgrdeeadhboodkkramongsens, becau
s ymbol i“b enr & ¢ Taanwda lble,c ause of the effects of fenci:i
infrastructure on t hknhamcsead ievref dbrocredmern te caolssys t man
contributed tobhiMhrrcdresmetpghged @wdneoetions b
human trafficking andthaohgh thpegsecdhtimmghl pnpet
crime, and violence 1s complex, and the 1impact o
unkn&wn.

Me xisdkwml e in Migration Control

Given the large number of wunauthorized Mexicans
Mexico bears some responsibility for illegal f1o
control. MexicoScumigmntktyonupmdotrscebhent’s in t wo
National Migration Institute (I NM)r awnistnhiignr atthieo nS e
by unaut horcirzoesds imigg rMenxtisc o b ounlis o &iredtihcea tlensi,t etdh e
estimated nemberabfAmddiegand transmigrants 1increa
2000 to a high point of about 433, 020001 Oi.n I2NOM 5 be
detained and deported slightly more “han half of

73 For a fuller discussion of possible adverse effects of border enforcemeGRSaReport R4213®Border Security:

Immigration Enforcement Between Ports of Entsy Marc R. RosenbluniPartly for these reasons, Mexicans across

the political spectrum have been critical of certain U.S. border enforcement StgBr i an Knowl t on, “Calder
Again Assails Arizona Law on Dee n t New Xark’Times May 20, 2010; “Fox Calls U.S. Bo
¢ Di s g EREsQctobler’26, 2006; and Guadalupe Gonzalez, é¥lakico, the Americas, and the World 2010

Centro de Investigacion y Docencia Economicas, Mexico, May 2011.

74 Deporations as a percentage of estimated unauthorized inflows ranged lisano©46% in 2010 to a high of 66%

in 2003; se&sobierno Federal de México, Secretaria de Gobernacion (SEGOB), Apuntes Sobre Migracion, July 1,
2011, http://www.inm.gob.mxhdex.phppageApuntes_sobre_migracipSEGOB, Boletin Mensual de Estadisticas
Migratorias, 2005201Q http://www.inm.gob.mxhdex.phppageBoletines_Estadisticos
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Figure 8.Unauthorized Migration Through Mexico, 2000 -2010
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Source: Inflows from Gobérno Federal de México, Secretaria de GobeibaSEGOB), Apuntes Sobre
Migracion, July 1, 2011; deportations from SEGOB, Boletin Mensual de Estadisticas Migratorx] 2005

Second, Mexican and U. S. law enforcement agencie
human t r'%aflfoincgk iwmigfth t r ansnat i oCnBaRl Icmrtiemri maatli carcatli v i
Liaison Unit (ILU) maintains regul atro csomatraect wit
information about border awhenconigmatasndondroadr &
area cwi dUloSndPPeBr ol secMoexichnefsatendoes hMiioi stry o
mont hly meeti mgse aa thoarwg ebnof rad edde e n ta nadg eMexiiecsan | a w
enforcement agencies cooperate through the ICE B
(BET) program, initiated in 2006CETor acnsmbaatti odnrau g
Criminal Investigawoirvkes Mdmiiittqhainn FMaxircad (@iotly ce a n
Of ficials 4«o0os&kombmanhsgmhggling.

Uu. S. and Me xi c aang elnacw eesn faolrscoe nceonltl aborate to pr os.
Operation Against Smuggling Initiative on Safety
that enables Mexican alien smugglers apprehended
Mexicot h&rbpmme of its inception inr2@6@%5rekdrough
2,617tecaMesicand’ authorities

Mexican and bilateral investigations and prosecu
since rMefxoorcmed i1its federal c¢criminal procedure co
Since that t isme,t aglels dhfa vMexmaaeted code refor ms t
forms of hurmSamcter 20f0e7c ¥t amtger OmeMaxdinceon tf rhoans i t s

75 Alien smuggling involves people who pay to be illegally transported from or through Mexico into the United States.
Many smugglers have ties to other criminal enteggria Mexico and the United States, involve migrants in criminal
enterprises, kidnap migrants, and expose migrants to dangerous conditions. Human trafficking refers to cases in which
migrants are coerced into sexual exploitation or forced labor. Somentsigvho contract with smugglers eventually
become victims of human trafficking.

®The BESTs include U.S. 1local
77U.S. Border Patrol Office of Legislative Affairs, O&fZ, 2011

s state, and federal agencies
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t Mexican law enforcement activities with res
receive some degreeOmd Way.t diiwmardlad eistMoupiogrma.t i
enfomde ma yCobneg tfeosra si der additional inThsetments i
United St at emscelmilgsroa tcioomnl dcontrol as an explicit pi
progr ams, such as the Mérida I niftiicdcticidvget,e dwhi ¢ch f
organi z%Q@n ctrhiemeot her hand, Mexico is already amo
TIP assistance 1in the Wes goefr nCobnegnriesspsh enraey, baen dr eslo
ime st mor en rseuscohu rpcreosgrigmvenl aongddngionancerns abot
Mexico, U.S. law enforcement agencies may prefer
Congress may prefer to emphasize unilateral enfo

Ef forts to Reduce Illegal Migrant Recidivisn

Alt hohghnumbers havihuordmpepdsd osfa htcem@dddlad 2 t ¢

t o MexicchoWhaar happens when aliens are repatriate
t o pr omo tseu cnci egsi smfhiuelg rraet i on and tso (fwrieneiindii)zvei srne pe at
among i1illegal migrants?

Under a 2009 agreement wiltME tahned MeBH caadnmiFnoirsetiegrn
repatriat iiom sa ctcoo rMleaxmitcceon dva it dwit ehmpdme rat i onal det e

at the local alnddexli chatraCwdsluNEPlhfef iaciralnsge ment s al
for Mroxsit¢e awrmdepatriatedP®Bl s het Mekheapoint of appr
in a manner consistent with mutual hours of oper
Mexicans receive special treatment during the re

1T Unaccompanied minors must be repatriated dur i
States works with Mexican consular officials
unaccompanied mienocrhsi 1tdo waeplpfraorper ifae present at i v

"8 For a fuler discussion of th8tate Departmehtdrafficking in Persons (TIP) reportseeCRS Report RL34317,
Trafficking in Persons: U.S. Policy and Issues for Congregd\lison Siskin and lana Sun Wyler

bl

®Fox News Latino, “Mexico’s Congress Approves Bill to Comb:.
http://latino.foxnews.confdtinohews201204/28/mexicacongressapprovesbill -to-combathumantrafficking/
print#ixzz1luwkglvOa

8Carina Garcia, “Diputados Bldpivenrsal Novemhen23,2011.i t rata sin Recur :

81 For a fullerdiscussion of the Mérida Initiative, SERS Report R41349).S-Mexican Security Cooperation: The
Mérida Initiative and Beyondby Clare Ribando Seelke and Kristin M. Finklea

82 The Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2008 (TVPRR,L. 118457) includes additional protections for
unaccompanied minors detained within the United State€R&eReprt RL34317 Trafficking in Persons: U.S.
Policy and Issues for Congredsy Alison Siskin and Liana Sun Wyler.
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83 According to data provided by ICE Office of Legislative Affalbd{S spen about $92 million during this period, or
roughly$734 in extra transportation costs per repatriation

8Sandra Dibble, “Pilot Pr ogr aiBantDiegolhioyTribDrefrebruare2?,2012.0 Me xi c a n

85 According to data from thBHS Office of Immigration Statisticsyearbook of Immigration Statistic&bout 59% of

aliens removed to Mexicf.e., excluding voluntary returng) FY2010 had U.S. criminal records, though most

involved minor crimes or immigration offenseseeFY2010 (Wakington, DC: 2011)Ac cor ding t o CRS’ analy
data provided by the U.S. Border Patrol Office of Legislative Affairs, about 1.9% of aliens apprehended by the border

patrol have serious criminal records; RS Report R42138&order Security: Immigration Enforcement Between

Ports of Entry by Marc R. Rosenblum

86 The Mexican Federal Police (FR)somay contact th&).S.Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to request criminal
histories of particular individuals; arld.S. officials notify the FP through INTERPOL when individuals are wanted for
a crime in Mexico, in which case they are transferred into Mexican custody upon arrival.

87 CBO Office of Legislative Affairs, staff briefinglarch 15, 2012.
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oppoeectain infdwuwmatioomprs,vaanyh gAInEcPe ramsd MI RP ar e
expensive than standard repatriation procedures
Congress also could support Mexican programs t o
repatriatdd DecMembeco2007, President Felipe Cald
deporteRrsogradma dde Rep@Humarcd - Bae fRantovgimaatm oor P RH) .
The program began in Tijuana and haMexinoe expan
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migrants receive information on where they have
medical attention,r ts. heSlpteecri,a la nadt tleonctailo nt riasn spproo v i
minors and other vulnerable groups.

Expande d—jsoebr vtircaeisni ng, ,ampl oejimtaentp rriksfee ¢lroaal nss
recently been offered to migrants wint Cituhdead Judéar
International Or gani® ahteisen tfypre sMiodr steirorn cEelsOMa.v

Il OMrettou nngi gr ants in other countries, often fundec
have been returned, ®Toc¢hding thetpmhmetde St agesn
successfulforimagategmrmitnnmi grants and reduce 7r1eci
additional U.S. support

Ent-Ewit System
The Illegal Immigration Reform @RRnld-210mvgr €0t Res

as amenrdeBPHS desvel op and 1 mpl ebmemms tas tceomptre hreasad v
the entry and exit of everyUnmnitedaThSdf.aSi.ovdVnigs iitno ra n
and Immigrant StatusVIISQET Kk @dawhd,i c e adamtarlgye sy ( US
data, 1is operational at all U.S. NNOBdT Bysttmany
including most MexxéedalSisaeamstewitnlg bdedldmsicr ossing
vigmwsho account for the majority 0% nMeaxdidciatni oand mi s
while CBP collects biographic data (i.e., names,
ident i fnyaitnigo ni)n fforrom persons departing the United
col dnadgatt a from people exiting the UQanadi 8§t ates
or WMeXican borders. Some Members of Cemtgrryess han
exit tracking system.

8Government of Mexico, Interior Ministry, National Migrati
Program,” September 2011.

®TInternational Organization for Migration ( foOMrant “Ciudad J
Assistance Program, ” hipt/iom.intjahiadadhiaimediapressbagiing-ndtesppnAM/@aché/ 1 ,
offoncdlangkenntryld=29142

®For an overview of I OM s g lAssistedVolgntaty Retuanmand Reintegratibn: s ar ea, s e
Annual Report of Activities 2012010 ,http://www.iom.no/files’/AVRRAnnuatReport2010.pdf

91 For a fuller discussion of US T S 1 T ’ -exit systemmreguirements see archi@RIS Report RL32234).S.

Visitor and Immigrant Status diicator Technology (U¥ISIT) Program by Lisa M. Seghetti and Stephen R. Vina

92BCCs are B1/B-2 visas (i.e., visitors for business or pleasure) issued to Mexican nationals at U.S. consulates near
the border; the BCC visa permitalimitedentries ovean ten year period, but BCC holders must remain within 25
miles of the border (75 miles in Arizona) and can atéyin the United States for three datsa time
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As of November 1, 2011, the backlog of Mexican Vv
totdal ddmieldploen, or about 30% of the 4.5 million
pet it iToanbd). & hsee co ver whij d mi togf (t%h7e%)t hes e aarfeproved pe
fambbdyed, LPRE t he proportiappirovede Mekighar pe?2 9 %
Me xiiso the leading countbray ewi tvhism each exsf, tamed f{Mae:
account for over 40% of approved petitions for s

93 SeeCRS Report 9897,CanadaU.S. Relationscoordinated by Carl Ek and lan F. Fergusson

%4 The INA provides for a permanent annual worldwide level of 675,000 LPRs, but this level is flexible and certain
catgyories of LPRs arpermitted to exceed the limi¢BNA §201; 8 U.S.C. §1151In addition, individuatountries are
held to a numerical limit of 7% of the totabrldwide level of U.S. immigrant admissigrasprovision known as the
percountry limit (INA §02; 8 U.S.C. §1152).

9% SeeCRS Report RL32234).S. Immigration Policy on Permanent AdmissjdnsRuth Ellen Wasem
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Table 5.Approved Mexican LPR Petitions Pending , November 2011

Mexico Worldwide
Number of Percent of Number of Me xi co

Pending Pending Pending Percent of

Petitions Petitions Petitions Category
Family $ Preference: Unmarried o o
adult children of U.S. citizens 90,546 6.6% 295168 30.7%
Family 2d (A) PreferenceSpouses o o
& minor childrenof LPRs 138,628 10.1% 322636 43.0%
Family 2d (B) Preference o o
Unmarried alult childrenof LPRs 212,621 15.5% 517119 41.1%
Family 8! Preference: Married o o
adult childrenof U.S. citizens 180,982 13.2% 846520 21.4%
LFjaén|Ig/itgePaneference: Siblings 746 815 54.3% 2519623 20.6%
Employment 4,702 0.3% 123333 3.8%
Total 1,374,294 100.0% 4,501,066 29.6%

Source: CRS analysis of data from the Annual Report of Immigrant Visa Applicants in the-$fongpred and
Employmentased Preferences Registered at the National Visa Center as of Novemberll, 201

Note : There is no numerical limit, and therefore no visa bagkfor familybased LPR visas issued to immediate
relatives of U.S. citizens (i.e., spouses, minor children, and parents of U.S. citizens over the age of 21).

Several legislative proposals introduced during

between -dadni d mp-baymdnftfl ows and/ or reduced Vvisa

T Some have proposed changes to tHlhesedPR system
visas 1nt e aesmepdl ocyameengtor i es. A 2007 Senate bil
accomplished thiLanhanntgyeh cbhyp vadidaptyisnt g ma
favoring immigrant s®®Owihtelr phaarvtei cpuw loapro sjeodb esl ki imli |
one of +theseflampmirleference categori’es, such as

T Some have proposed placimgofi hePRypo@uis.es. ,and mi
certain s e cfoanndb dpyremdine geants) in the same categ
i1 mmediate relatives of U.S. citizens, and so
1 i nfiRtesc.l assifying such immigrants as immediat
backltoghki baly would result in a higher propor
family Yhembers.

ba

T Some have proposed 71 aciosuinntgr yo rc eeilliimmign aotni ncge rtthac

types of LPRs. A bill passed by the House

9% The Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2087 1639.

97 See archived CRS Report-989,Immigration: Analysis of Major Proposal to Revise Family and Employment
Admissionsby Joyce C. Vialet and Ruth Ellen Wasem.

98 See for exampgl, theComprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 20(BL 1258, Section 302.

9 U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the JudicBogprehensive Immigration Refar®9" Cong., ¥ ses., July
19, 2005; andl.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the JudicByprehensive Immigration Refotin 109" Cong.,

1stsess., Oct. 18005 and,U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the Judidixgmining the Need for
Comprehensive Immigration Refn, 109" Cong., 29 sess., July 5, 2006.
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Eastern Hemisphere 1immigrants after 1921; and Me
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t o ai Sse iMemxiigcroa®ainodn Meuxoitcaa;ns were the main benef
categories creaprdfdmen9&)¥i w(ififtRBedAlnetgal i zat i on

previons ), and 1990 (for relatives of LPRs who ha

On h
t ot 1
ma § ac
t 0

r

< o =gy

-
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e opposition fr ®om ntahres eLuPsR cvoinssat icteu el ni cnige sf.o r

n o thewouwlodindutgestmsdnglhy @ otrhmm to fwausn iavte rtshael ihteya

reforms to the SlodhAk ppacsospel dp paal ssdo9 twhocurleda soi ng t he nu

l oswkilled immigrants entering the United States,
Me xican i.mmigrants

fov)

Temporary Admissions

According the U.S. Department of State Visa Offi
a temporary vi-sar iaeR L/libn2l iFnYiR2elslddb vywwids as for tempor
workers smMéxiwepn9d2 %2 AfwddkS8B89 dHAnd2BlWMookKedd, 601

100 See therairness for HigiSkilled Immigrants Acti.R. 3013, as reported by the House Judiciary Commieg.
18, 2011, and agreed to in the House Nov. 29, 2011, by a vote-46386similar bill (S. 1983 was introduced ithe
Senate irDecember 2011Also seeSeeCRS Report R42048Jumerical Limits on EmploymeBiased Immigration:

Analysis of the Pe€ountry Ceilingsby Ruth Ellen Wasem

101 see Ibid.
102The Ford and Carter administrations both favored a highetadar Mexican immigrants, and Congress considered
such proposals on several occasions throughout the 1970s and 1980sS.S&engress, House Committee on the

Judiciary, Thefilmmigration and Nationality Act Amendments of 1®{B.L. 94571), A Summary and Explanation,
94" Cong.,2" sess., November 1976.
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201 0Fi g@8sleowyen after a decline durtihnegmbbe recen
of Mexicansempoacair wi w®r k vbiestavdedeimmhedd) ¢ ®§ we d h2 5 h %
vast maj erkiitlyl eidn clasdcw gor i e s

Figure 9.Trends in Temporary Work Visas Issued to Mexicans, FY1997 -FY2010
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Source: CRS presentation of nonimmigrant visa data from the U.S. Department of State.

Note s: H-1B visas are for professional specialty workers; TN visaga professional workers from Mexico or
Canada; FRA visas for temporary agricultural workers:-2B workers for for temporary noragricultural
workers.

Hi ghkilled Mexican Migration

Congress has considered a nuimbietra toef tphreo paodmilsss ii m
skilled worker s®Wiot t hsee Wenri at le dc aStteag cersi.es of Mexi ¢
not subject to numerical limits, including the DN
for professionalyswoernk earlsr,e atdhye ienxcilsutdiensg osppor t uni
temporary educational and ¥y |iomycnreenats inmigg rpartoi poonr tf
Me xi cams @ blsa cdheeglroere morgugnhgyfy for professional

e xchangeda uMesxaisc o may be as krielaldeyd sloaubrocre .foofr htihgeh Un

103 5eeCRS Report R42530mmigration of Foreign Mtionals with Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM) Degreeby Ruth Ellen Wasem

104The H1B and H2B are the only nonimmigrant visa categories subject to numeric limits. The NAFTA TN visas
initially were limited to 5,000 visas per year, but since 2004 they have not been subject to numeric limits.

105 About 4.4% of Mexican emigrants haccbh e 1 or > s d e g r e-2005, wpifronh3i2% in 4385990ahe2 0 0 0

number of Mexicans with afronhbddarilionirol®97 to 7 hilign in 2007; duringthat g her r os e
same period, the number of Mexiebharn professionals living in éhUnited States doubled from 259,000 to 552,000

This numberanked Mexico number five among countries of origin for forelyorn professionals in the United States

in 2007, behind India, the Philippines, China, and Korea. About 8% of the 7 million Mexigiin advanced degrees

live in the United StatesSee Elena Zuniga and Miguel Molii2emographic Trends in Mexico: The Implications for

skilled Migration Migration Policy Institute, Washington, DC, 200@tp://www.migrationpolicy.orgilubsZuniga

PaperpdfAc cording to CRS’ analysis of U.S. Census American Com
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U. Mexico Temporary Worker Program
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of most CIR bills since 2006, and a new temporar
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expanded, should 1t s et aside certain visas for
Al though legislative proposals dur-ipgctheclast d
temporary worker program, the Bracerorgeogram of
W. Bush al s o psrpepcoisfeidc ap rMegkriacm as part of his fr
President FdhxIN nvi2s0a0 ls,«d bagn dp rtecesdemt for a bilate
Me x1 c o .
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concent Tabd & nds s® ¢ o uljdo basd ditabganse ttluhcehv e s
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dominated-Ut ISe Mweixgircast i on system prior to the 198
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h the Bracer o p mwmaromwuwnftfreiress ah acvaeu teisotnaabrly
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1 yb isliaghuedrsatrl pwoorgkrearms i n '°FSeocmeen to bdseecravdeerss. c on s i

Mexicanborn persons in the United States in 2010 with at least a four year college.dduat figure ranked Mexico
fourth in the number of foreighorn persons with at least a four year degree, behind India, the Philippines, and China.

106 Mexicosurpasseln d i %, s R62sia’s 55% and the United &8TEMes’ 54% exj
careerRedShift Researci2011 Lenovo Global Student Science and Technology Oublmslember 17, 2011,
http://news.lenovo.corafticle_display.cfm&rticle_id=1531

107 Justunder 1% of STEM graduate students are from Mexioan BurrelliForeign Science and Engineering
Students in the United Stajééational Science Foundation, NSF324, July 2010http://mww.nsf.govétatistics/
inforief/nsf10324/

108 See, for example, Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 28039 and American Specialty Agriculture
Act of 2011 H.R. 2847.

109These includ@rograms between the United Kingdom and Poland; Spain and Morocco; and Canada and Mexico,
Guatemala, and several Caribbean countries, among deean overview and discussion of such bilateral programs,
see Philip MartinToward Effective Temporary Worker Programs: Issues and Challenges in Industrial Cquntries
International Labor Organization, International Migration Papers #89, Geneva h2@pdAwww.ilo.orgpublicenglish/
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Me xi'sc oORol e in a Potential Legalization Progr
Given the sheer number of wunauthorized Mexicans
Mexico should be involved in a discussion about
program. Whether such a programpwothbhdipryo¥iode LPk
status or for a temporary ’svideamowvmrua pdh yh aavred aenc a mmyp
The handling of those aliens deemed ineligible
agreement. MExin cox ammlteh,ea s diesatt i Wii tc laMei xoinc aonfs unaut
within the, Unany dofStwmilemel d clhvep documents.
legalization proposals contained a requirement

protectionmigrantdownloadfempworkers_martin_en.pdf

110]pid., p. 58. The Canadian program is much smaller thrah#®A and H2B programs, howeveandaccording to

Ibid. only about half of the 20,000 to 25,000 seasonal foreign workers admitted to Canada annually are from Mexico
1110n the role that certain sending states play in the U.S. Social Security systerh totalizgation agreements, see

CRS Report RL320040cial Security Benefits for Noncitizebg Dawn Nuschler and Alison Siskin

112The INA already provides for an unlimited numbeHs2A agricultural workersbut manyU.S. employers find the
Department of Labor’s ctoapphifdrH2Awisas.on process too onerous
113 CRS Report RL3397Tmmigration of Foreig Workers: Labor Market Tests and Protectiomg Ruth Ellen
Wasem

114S5eeCRS Report R4120Tnauthorized Aliens in the United Statby Andorra Bruno
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16p . 996038601(b).
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Transfer System3he World Bank, Working Paper #47, Washington, DC, 2005.
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122 Andrew WainerDevelopment and Migration in Rural Mexjddread for the World, January 2011.
1235eeCRS Report RL34733NAFTA and the Mexican Econoniy M. Angeles Villarreal
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illegal border crossing.

Congressional Research Service 34



Mexican Migration to the United States: Policy and Trends
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AppendixA. Tot ad MeaxBocton Population, ,byairbd a2(]

Table A-1.Total and Mexico -Born Population, by State, 1990, 2000, and 2010

Total Population Mexico -Born Population Percent Mexico -Born
% Change % Change
1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010
Alabama 4,040,587 4,447,100 4,785,298 18% 1,118 23,303 68,467 6,024% 0.0% 0.5% 1.4%
Alaska 550043 626,932 713,985 30% 1,282 2,743 5,329 316% 0.2% 0.4% 0.7%
Arizona 3,665,228 5,130,632 6,413,737 75% 151,389 436,022 517,443 242% 4.1% 8.5% 8.1%
Arkansas 2,350,725 2,673,400 2,921,606 24% 2,859 33,704 64,316 2,150% 0.1% 1.3% 2.2%
California 29,760,021 33,871,648 37,349,363 26% 2,450,483 3,928,701 4,314,580 76% 8.2% 11.6% 11.6%
Colorado 3,294,394 4,301,261 5,049,071 53% 33,807 181,508 232,085 586% 1.0% 4.2% 4.6%
Connecticut 3,287,116 3,405,565 3,577,073 9% 2,658 13,282 20,984 689% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
Delaware 666,168 783,600 899,769 35% 1,062 7,846 16,882 1,490% 0.2% 1.0% 1.9%
ggt&ﬁtb?; 606,900 572,059 601,723 1% 741 1,984 3,880 424% 01%  03%  0.6%
Florida 12,937,926 15,982,378 18,843,326 46% 55,202 189,119 263,351 377% 0.4% 1.2% 1.4%
Georgia 6,478,216 8,186,453 9,712,587 50% 19,780 190,621 290,296 1,368% 0.3% 2.3% 3.0%
Hawaii 1,108,229 1,211,537 1,363,621 23% 1,301 2,773 5,155 296% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4%
Idaho 1,006,749 1,293,953 1,571,450 56% 11,676 35,414 47,972 311% 1.2% 2.7% 3.1%
lllinois 11,430,602 12,419,293 12,843,166 12% 278,640 617,828 708,590 154% 2.4% 5.0% 5.5%
Indiana 5,544,159 6,080,485 6,490,621 17% 10,264 62,113 110,082 973% 0.2% 1.0% 1.7%
lowa 2,776,755 2,926,324 3,049,883 10% 3,764 25,242 44,680 1,087% 0.1% 0.9% 1.5%
Kansas 2,477,574 2,688,418 2,859,169 15% 14,919 63,358 88,967 496% 0.6% 2.4% 3.1%
Kentucky 3,685,296 4,041,769 4,346,266 18% 792 15,511 36,409 4497% 0.0% 0.4% 0.8%
Louisiana 4,219,973 4,468,976 4,544,228 8% 3,312 9,321 30,299 815% 0.1% 0.2% 0.7%
Maine 1,227,928 1,274,923 1,327,567 8% 195 338 493 153% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Maryland 4,781,468 5,296,486 5,785,982 21% 3,954 19,287 35,213 791% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
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Total Population

Mexico -Born Population

Percent Mexico -Born

% Change % Change
1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010
Massachusetts 6,016,425 6,349,097 6,557,254 9% 3,698 7,867 15,654 323% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
Michigan 9,295,297 9,938,444 9,877,574 6% 13,540 58,392 80,151 492% 0.1% 0.6% 0.8%
Minnesota 4,375,099 4,919,479 5,310,584 21% 3,805 41,592 65,700 1,627% 0.1% 0.8% 1.2%
Mississippi 2,573,216 2,844,658 2,970,036 15% 702 9,484 20,483 2,818% 0.0% 0.3% 0.7%
Missouri 5,117,073 5,595,211 5,996,231 17% 4,619 25,191 44,715 868% 0.1% 0.5% 0.7%
Montana 799,065 902,195 990,898 24% 216 880 926 329% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Nebraska 1,578,385 1,711,263 1,830,429 16% 3,886 30,462 45,999 1,084% 0.2% 1.8% 2.5%
Nevada 1,201,833 1,998,257 2,704,642 125% 31,843 153,946 218,556 586% 2.6% 7.7% 8.1%
New Hampshire 1,109,252 1,235,786 1,316,759 19% 629 1,419 2,942 368% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
New Jersey 7,730,188 8,414,350 8,801,624 14% 13,150 67,667 129,852 887% 0.2% 0.8% 1.5%
New Mexico 1,515,069 1,819,046 2,065,932 36% 48,717 107,272 149,349 207% 3.2% 5.9% 7.2%
New York 17,990,455 18,976,457 19,392,283 8% 44,378 161,189 252,206 468% 0.2% 0.8% 1.3%
North Carolina 6,628,637 8,049,313 9,561,558 44% 8,973 172,065 262,795 2,829% 0.1% 2.1% 2.7%
North Dakota 638,800 642,200 674,499 6% 180 582 603 235% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Ohio 10,847,115 11,353,140 11,536,182 6% 4,275 20,551 54,166 1,167% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
Oklahoma 3,145,585 3,450,654 3,761,702 20% 15,381 55,971 101,066 557% 0.5% 1.6% 2.7%
Oregon 2,842,321 3,421,399 3,838,957 35% 29,568 113,083 150,558 409% 1.0% 3.3% 3.9%
Pennsylvania 11,881,643 12,281,054 12,709,630 7% 6,063 24,232 59,061 874% 0.1% 0.2% 0.5%
Rhode Island 1,003,464 1,048,319 1,052,886 5% 987 2,510 4,104 316% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4%
South Carolina 3,486,703 4,012,012 4,636,312 33% 1,653 31,719 69,263 4,090% 0.0% 0.8% 1.5%
South Dakota 696,004 754,844 816,463 17% 142 1,399 3,675 2,488% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
Tennessee 4,877,185 5,689,283 6,356,897 30% 2,082 44,682 90,416 4,243% 0.0% 0.8% 1.4%
Texas 16,986,510 20,851,820 25,257,114 49% 900,146 1,879,369 2,485,336 176% 5.3% 9.0% 9.8%
Utah 1,722,850 2,233,169 2,776,469 61% 8,628 66,478 102,313 1,086% 0.5% 3.0% 3.7%
Vermont 562,758 608,827 625,960 11% 88 136 939 967% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
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Total Population

Mexico -Born Population

Percent Mexico -Born

% Change % Change
1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010 1990-2010 1990 2000 2010
Virginia 6,187,358 7,078,515 8,024,617 30% 7,977 32,598 64,685 711% 0.1% 0.5% 0.8%
Washington 4,866,692 5,894,121 6,744,496 39% 45,744 148,115 233,485 410% 0.9% 2.5% 3.5%
West Virginia 1,793,477 1,808,344 1,853,973 3% 143 1,028 1,216 750% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Wisconsin 4,891,769 5,363,675 5,691,047 16% 10,244 53,684 88,650 765% 0.2% 1.0% 1.6%
Wyoming 453,588 493,782 564,460 24% 2,207 3,906 6,766 207% 0.5% 0.8% 1.2%
Source: 1990 and 2000 figures: Decennial Census; 2010 figures: American Community Survey, Public Use Micro Sample (PUMS)
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AppendixB.I mmi grant Vi-BE¥200%Y2000

Table B-1.ImmigrantVisas, FY200 08FY2009
Number of visasissued, overall and to é&icans

Total Mexico % Mexican
Familybased
Immediate Relatives 4,554,518 1,002,154 22.0%
1st Preference 249,163 23,468 9.4%
2nd Preference 975,659 505,823 51.8%
3rd Preference 244,915 22,413 9.2%
4t Preference 633,955 49,126 7.7%
Employmenbased
1st Preference 355,140 13,230 3.7%
2nd Preference 379,329 4,474 1.2%
3rd Preference 749,145 58,523 7.8%
4th Preference 78,085 7,186 9.2%
5th Preference 7,693 112 1.5%
Diversity 454,622 98 0.0%
Refugees and Asylees 1,252,002 2,434 0.2%
Others 365,203 38,591 10.6%
Total 10,299,429 1,727,632 16.8%

Source: Compiled by CRS with data from the Office of Immigration Statistics, DHS.

Notes : Within familybased categories, immediate relatives include the spouses and minor children of U.S.
citizens and parents of U.S. citizens at least 21 years ®loreference immigrants are unmarried adult children
of U.S. citizens;™ preference immigrants argpouses, minor children, and unmarried adult children of lawful
permanent immigrants;y8preference immigrants are married adult children of U.S. citizens; tapeference
immigrants are siblings of U.S. citizens. Within employrbased categoriesgtipreference immigrants include
aliens with outstanding ability, outstanding professors or researchers, and managers and executives; 2
preference immigrants include aliens holding advanced degrees and persons of exceptionaldgiiéfgrénce
immigmnts include skilled workers, professionals, and other workehspréference immigrants include special
immigrants; and®preference immigrants include investors. 8RS Report RL3223%J.S. Immigration Policy on
Permanent AdmissjdnsRuth Ellen Waserfior additional information.
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AppendixC. Noni mmi grant Visas I
Types, -FY2009

Table C-1.NonimmigrantVisas Issued, Selec ted Types, FY2000 -FY2009

Total Mexico % Mexican

Temporary Workers 4,013,113 1,042,661 26%
Low-skilled 1,200,607 890,118 74%
H-2A 399,266 368,040 92%
H-2B 801,341 522,078 65%
HighSkilled (E, HL, I, L, O, P, Q, R, TN) 2,812,506 152,543 5%
Studentsand Cultural Exchange 5,591,316 125,386 2%
F1 and M1 2,728,397 77,889 3%
J1 2,862,919 47,497 2%
Others (A, C, D, G, K, N, V) 4,725,231 185,012 4%
Total 14,329,660 1,353,059 9%

Source: CRS presentation of data frokd.S. Department of Stat&onimmigrant Visa Statistics, FY198710
NIV Detail Table.

Notes: Table does not include B1/B2 visas (visitors for business or pleasure), S visas (law enforcement
witnesses), T visas (victims of trafficking), or U visas (victims of certain crimes). Within visa categories included,
data in table exclude spouses and alifdwho enter in distinct visa sutategories (e.g.-& H-4), but include
spouses and children who enter in primary visa categories (e3gvidas, which are issued to Australian Free

Trade Agreement principals, spouses, and children)
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